STATE OF CALIFORNTA
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CHIEF OF THE DIVISION OF WATZIR RESOURCES
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In the Matter of Apnlication 14328 by Antonio Monifero and Frances
Montero to Appronriais vater from antelovs Creek Tributary to Iry
Creek in Placer County for Irrisation Purposes.

oo

Decision A, 14328 D, 771

Decided Jamiary 24, 1653
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In Attendance at Inveétggatgon Conducted by the Division of water
Resources on iay 23, 1952:

Antonio Hontero Applicant

R. E. Hayer Protestant%

Halph B. Aitken Protestant

George Mavrias Prbtestant

Tony Aquilar _ An upper applicant

A. S. VWheeler | Senior Hydraulic Engineer

Division of Water Resources
Department of Public Works
Zepresenting the State Engineer

#Protest withdrawn by letter received September 17, 1952.




QPINTON

General Description of the Project

The application initiates an avpropriation of 6 miner's inches,

the water to be diverted from Antelope Creek, from March 15 to October 31,

at a point within the NEL Mz of Section 17, T 11 N, R 7 E, MDB&M, and
used for the irrigation of 20 acres of alfalfa located within the Si SWi
of Sectlion 8 of the same towmship. -The project includes a 350 gallon-per-

minute pamp and 1400 lineal feet of 3-inch diameter steel pipe.

- Protests

Ralrh B. Aitken protests the application, stating:

"The creek does not carry sufficient water to supply me under

my prior right and also applicants! rizht to take and use the

water requested. My injury will therefore be in not baing

able to obtain sufficient water for my needs under my water

right, if application is granted." '
Protestant Aitken claims a right under licensed Application 8015, states
that his use of water began on July 95 1934, and that he has used 0.59
cubic foot per second from March 1 until November 1 of every year since
1934. He states that he diverts at a roint within the SWi NW: of Sec~
tion 17, T 11 N, R 7 E, MDB&M. He omits mention of conditions under

which his protest may be disregarded and dismissed.

George and Criscilla Mavrias also protest the application, stating:

?Such proposed diversion will deprive us of the use of water we
are entitled to use under prior rights,! '

s




The protestants Mavrias c¢laim riparian rights and rights under Applica-

tions 2500 and 8037. With reference to alleged water shortage they state:
"Due to upstream diversion there has been insufficient water in
the source during the past recent years to use for anything
except stockwatering.”

They state no terms under which their prctest may be disregarded and

dismissed.
Answers

No answer by the applicants to any of the protests is of

record.
Field Investigation

The interested parties with the approval of the Department
having stipulated to the submittal of the application and protests upon
the official records of the Department, a field investigation was con-
ducted on May 23, 1952, by an engineer of the Division. The applicants.
and the protestants were_éll present or represented at the investigation.

Records Relied Upon

Application 14328 and all data and information on file théreu
with, reports of Sacramento-San Joaquin Water Supervision (Division of
Water Resources) for 1950 and 1951, and published records of the U. S.
Weather Bureau_felating to rainfall at Auburn, California.

+ Discussion

The investigating éngineer summarized the results of his invese

tigation of May 23, 1952, as follows: o

"Occasional measurements of flow in the source were made over
a period of 5 months in 1952 and are tabulated in the report.

"Flows as measured were probably slightly above normal due to
precipitation in the area being around 16035 of normal. :

"Flow records indicate that the application may probably be
approved.” :




Introdustory statements in the body of that report are:

"Tn connection with the water suoply it was ¥r. Hontero's
contention . . o that there was sufficient flow at all
times for him to take the small amount sousht under
Application 14328 without interference with orotestants?
rights. He based tihis on a claim that increased irrigaw
tion activities within the watershed, with waters pur-
chased from the Pacific Gas and Electric Company, have
materially increased the flow in Antelope Creek during
the irrigation season. He therefore requested that
action on the application be delayed, at least until
September, 1952, and that a measurement of the flow in
the creek be made at least once a month in the interim
by someone from the Division « « « &

"Subsequent to the investigation it was decided . . . to
investigate the flow of Dry Creek below Roseville, to
which antelope Creek is tributary,at Hoseville,during the
1952 irrigation season . . . Antelope Creek was included
in the Bry Creek investigation.”
The report then sets forth determinations of flow,in cubic feet per

second, made during the course of the investigation, as follows:

Antelope Creek Antelope Creek Dry Creek

Date at applicants! proposed at bridge on at
soint of diversion US doute 40 nogeville
May 28 1.66 2.00 10.0
June 10 2.40° 1.40 21.3
June 24 1.64 1.89 26,45
July 8 1.91 1.87 13,02
July 22 2,00 3.00 12.00
August 12 2,80 5.27 not reported
August 28 1.38 3.60 14,0 :
September 16 4.00 6.00 14.0

On the assumption that Protestant Aitken is entitled to divert 0.59
cupic foot per second, Protestants Mavrias Q.44 cubic foot pér second
and Protestant Hayer (whose protest had not yet been withdrawn) 1.0
cubic fool per second, the investigating engineer concludes in his

report that during 1952 at least the applicants could have diverted

the amount applied for without injury to any of the protestants.




Apart from the information contained in the report of the
field investigation of May 23, 1952, is a record of the flow of Linda
Creek (another name for Dry Creek) at a point some 0.5 mile below thé
;:rossing of Linda {reek by Highway 99E. Flows passing that point from
Auguét, 1949, to December, 1951, both inclusive, are published in
. Sacramento-San Joaguin Water Sunervision reports. Later i‘lows_ s report-
edly, cannct be calculated until further gagings are made for recheck
of rating curve. Honthly maximum, minimm and mean flows at "Linda
Oreek near iloseville" as the station 1s called, during .the two com~
plets vwater-years of record, in cu;nic feet per second, apoear to have

been as follows:

Month 1949=50 1950-51
October ) 19.3 ' _ 32.4
November 27.7 - - 202,
December 35.4 ' 299.
January ' 100. ' 228,
February 173. 135,
Karch 88,9 86.
April 65,1 25.4,
lf:ay 29 L] 9 hs - 2
June 11.1 : 7.7
July ' : 6.6 6.3
August - 8.2 8.3
Septenber 18.3 12,6
Average, 10/1 to 9/30 49.0 30.7
Average, 5/1 to 9/30 14.8 16.0

According to U, 5. Weather Bureau records , rainfall at Auburn was about
90% of normal in the 12-month period ending June 30, 1950, and about
153% of normal in the like period ending June 30, 1951. Thus 1950-51

rainfall was approximately (153 - 90}/90 or 70% more than 1949-50 rain-

- fall. From the stream flow data tabulated it is apparent that lLinda




Creek near Roseville discharged (9C.7 = 49)/49 or about 85.3% more
water in the 12 months ending September 30, 1951, than in the 12 months
ending a year earlier, vut only (16 — 14.8)/14.8 or about 8.1% more water
in the May-ihrough-September period of 1951 than in the like period in

- 1950. It thus appears that while variations in annual rainfall, in the
watershed under discussion, cause large ﬁariations in the annual.dis-
charge of Linda Creek, they cause very much smaller variations, relatively,
in the Ilow that occurs during the irrigating mpnths. Flow during the
irrigating months may well be sustained, as aoplicant lontero claims it
is, by return flow Zrom irrigation. A4t anﬁ rate, the random measure«
ments made during 1952 at the applicants' proposed point of diversion
~and at the U. S. 40 bridge indicate that unappropriated water existed

' in Antelope Creek during the irrigating season of that year; and the
. records of flow of Linda (ireek near Hoseville together with the record

of rainfall at Avburn indicate that unanproprlated water probably will

exist in that stream in a normal year,

Summary and Conclusiéns

Antelope Creek, from which the applicants seek to appropriate
6 miner'!s inches from March 15 to October 31, for irrigation purposes,
is tributary to Sacramento River, via Dry (sometimes called Linda) Creek.

The application is protested by two water-users who divert from Antelope

Creek at points below the applicants. Random measurements made by engi-
neers of the Division during the late spring and summer months of 1952

indicate that the flow of the stream in that relatively wet season

exceeded the proteétants‘ requirerents by substantially more than the




amount for which the applicaﬁts apoly. Continuous.measurements of
Dry Creek below Antelope Creek indicate that the low water flow of
that stream sﬁstem'is affacted by but 8.1% by a 703 variation in
anrmial rainfall. |

In view of the situation summarized it is the opinion of this
office that unapprOpriated.ﬁater usuaily exists in the source from which
the applicants seek to appropriate, that such water may be taken and used
in the manner proposed without injury to downstream users and that Appli-
cation L4328 should therefore be eoproved and permit issuedzjggJEEZ'usual
terms and conditioﬁs.

o0o
ORDER

Application 1A328 having been filed with the Division of Water
Resources as above stated, protests having beer filed, stipulations having
been submitted by the parties, a field investiéation having veen conducted
and the State ingineer now being fully Ehformed in the premises:—_

IT IS HEIXBEZY CRDERED that Application 14328 be approved and that
a permit be issued to the applicants, subject to such of the usual terms
and conditions as may be appropriate.

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the Department of Public Works

of the State of California this?25th day of Jamuary, 1653,

A gﬂmﬁ_’}jb& : |

A. D. Zdoonstort
State Engineer-




